





















































Setting the scene and positioning the genome 
This	book	is	about	the	human	genome	in	media	cultures.	It	is	about	a	shift	from	the	
singular	human	Genome	project	of	the	1990s	to	the	current	plurality	of	genomes	
across	 media	 cultures.	 It	 follows	 the	 proliferation	 of	 genomes	 across	 multiple	
media sites, as human genomics finds audiences, markets and publics in everyday 
life.	This	book	is	not	then	about	life	of	the	genome	under	laboratory	conditions,	or	
its life in scientific journals, but it is about the genome under cultural conditions 
and	in	media	cultures.
consonant	 with	 a	media	 approach,	 this	 introduction	 starts	 with	 an	 image	
that	acts	as	a	casting	off	point	 for	 the	various	directions	 that	 this	book	 takes.	
a	few	days	ago	as	 I	walked	a	 trail	on	San	Bruno	mountain	 in	San	Francisco,	
(california,	 USa),	 I	 looked	 back	 to	 admire	 the	 views	 of	 downtown	 San	
Francisco. As I looked over the film-like towers of the city there motored over 
this already rather surreal scene, a zeppelin, also known as a dirigible or rigid 
airship. Once a familiar figure in the skies of Europe and the USA, airships have 
been	 out	 of	 the	 business	 of	 commercial	 and	military	 air	 travel	 since	 the	 late	
1930s.	So	what	was	this	relic	of	the	early	twentieth	century	doing	in	the	skies	of	
one	of	the	most	high	tech	cities	in	the	USa	in	2009?	
The	245-feet	 (or	75	metres)	of	white	 airship	was	adorned	with	 the	brightly	
coloured	image	of	a	pair	of	chromosomes	and	the	logo	‘23andMe.com:	personal	
genetics’. The zeppelin it seems is operating as an advertising space for the 
personal	genomics	company	23andMe.	(This	company	is	examined	in	some	detail	
in Chapter 2 so I am not going to discuss it here.) As I watched, the zeppelin 
motored	off	towards	the	Golden	Gate	Bridge	disappearing	behind	the	Twin	peaks	
hill	that	towers	between	San	Bruno	and	the	Gate.	
I had already heard about the zeppelin because I’ve been researching 23andMe	
since	 they	 opened	 for	 business	 in	 2006,	 and	 friends	 in	 california,	 as	 well	 as	
commentators	in	the	technology	press,	have	mentioned	it.	This	is	how	I	was	able	
to	identify	this	otherwise	anomalous	feature	of	the	skies.	I	was	already	orientated	
towards it. However, seeing the zeppelin provided a different orientation to that 
of just reading about it. The zeppelin is a very large and material symbol of much 
of	what	is	going	on	at	the	media	interface	of	human	genomics	and	its	audiences	at	
the	moment.	It	looms	large	but	it	is	also	peripheral.	I	am	going	to	try	and	use	the	






















































Firstly, the zeppelin is absolutely intrusive and it forces attention by flying 
through	the	sky.	It	is	an	address	and	demands	an	interaction	and	in	this	way	it	could	
stand	in	for	much	of	human	genomics	at	the	moment.	The	proliferation	of	sites	at	
which human genomics appears seems unending. Like the zeppelin in the sky, 
genomics addresses a potential everyone. At the same time it is site specific. The 
zeppelin is in Northern California, flying over one of the biggest concentrations 
of	information	technology	and	biotechnology	centres	 in	the	world.	Images	of	 it	
circulate	on	the	web	so	anyone	can	see	it,	but	it	also	has	a	here	and	now.	
Secondly, there are multiple responses to the zeppelin, and it has multiple 
realities.	Some	people	hate	it	and	others	love	it.	Some	people	haven’t	noticed	it	
and	others	don’t	care	about	it.	For	some	people	it	is	just	another	thing	in	the	sky,	for	
others it is familiar as a zeppelin that has been in the area for over a year now, and 




Thirdly,	 but	 in	 a	 similar	 vein,	 there	 are	 many	 different	 ideas	 about	 what	
23andMe and the zeppelin are doing. There are many different hopes, fears 
and	questions.	are	 they	doing	new	 forms	of	 surveillance	or	 do	 they	offer	 new	
promise?	are	the	right	questions	ones	about	access	and	governance,	or	are	these	






Fourthly, the zeppelin combines highly technologised imaginaries and 
materialities	 in	 the	USa	 in	 2009,	with	 late	 nineteenth	 century	 technoscience	
in	europe.	Like	genomics,	which	traces	its	nineteenth-century	roots	to	Gregor	
Mendel’s work on plants in the 1860s in Austria, the zeppelin was designed 
in	 Germany	 in	 the	 1870s.	 Genetics	 saw	 a	 period	 of	 implosion	 in	 the	 post-
war period after its use in Nazi Germany was widely circulated. The zeppelin 
industry	 imploded	 after	 the	 hindenburg	 air	 disaster	 of	 1937.	 despite	 mid-
century	disaster	genetics	was	reborn	through	the	iconic	double	helix	as	the	new	
genetics of the 1950s. Genomics and the zeppelin are both seeing a twenty-first-
century	renaissance.	The	airship	over	San	Francisco	with	its	chromosome	pair	
and	promise	of	personal	genetics	is	a	sign	of	the	times.	
This	book	examines	 this	 sign	of	 the	 times,	and	others	 like	 it,	 as	part	of	 the	
address	of	human	genomics	across	media	forms	from	airships	to	artworks.	There	
is a sense in which the twenty first century is marked by the proliferation of such 
signs	of	biotechnology	 in	everyday	 life.	These	can	be	 tracked	 in	contemporary	























































would	 indicate	 that	 there	 has	 been	 	 shift	 in	 the	 focus	 of	 academics,	 from	 the	
networked	 information	and	biotechnological	ages	of	 the	 twentieth	century,	 into	
the biopolitics of the twenty-first century (Da Costa and Phillip, 2008; Rose, 2006; 
rose	 and	 novas,	 2004;	 novas	 and	 rose,	 2000;	 Franklin,	 2000,	 2006;	 Sunder	
rajan,	 2006;	Thompson,	 2005;	Waldby,	 1998).	The	meanings	 that	 the	 twenty-
first century heralds has been harnessed to genomic and post genomic sciences by 
biotechnologists,	media	commentators	and	social	scientists	alike	(Sunder	rajan,	
2006;	 Guttmacher	 and	 collins,	 2003;	 reardon,	 2005).	 The	 twentieth	 biotech	




What is the genome incorporated?
Incorporation in this book figures as a way of thinking about how human genomics 
is	taken	up	by	people,	and	at	the	same	time,	how	people	are	taken	up	into	genomics.	
Figure 1.1 The Airship Ventures Zeppelin with the 23andMe logo in the 
























































is a figure for thinking about these ways that genomics moves in and out of bodies 
and spaces. The genome incorporated is a figure in a story that draws up several 
senses	of	incorporation,	most	obviously	the	meeting	between	the	bodily	and	the	
economic.	
on	 the	 one	 hand	 the	 genome	 is	 incorporated	 in	 sense	 of	 the	 embodied,	
corporeal	 habits	 and	practices	of	 the	body.	There	 is	 a	multidirectional	material	
and	bodily	choreography	of	incorporation.	one	direction	of	this	incorporation	is	
the	 extraction	 of	 bits	 of	 bodies.	 In	 this	mode	 of	 extraction	 bodily	 samples	 are	
incorporated	 into	 genome	 projects,	 genome	 sequencing,	 gene	 chips,	 diagnostic	
laboratories,	genomic	data	sets	and	testing	apparatuses	through	the	movement	of	



















































































practices	 of	 body	 knowledge	 do	 not	 require	 testing	 however.	 The	 genome	
can	 be	 incorporated	 through	mere	 address.	or	 in	 other	words	 just	 by	 being	 in	
circulation.	The	 so-called	gay	gene	 is	 a	good	example	of	an	address	 that	 some	
people	 have	 taken	 up	 and	 incorporated	 into	 their	 identity,	 whilst	 others	 have	









up	 into	 the	 founding	 of	 biotechnology	 companies,	 health	 providers,	 diagnostic	
laboratories,	 media	 texts,	 artworks,	 pharmaceuticals,	 instruments,	 software	
programmes,	 t-shirt	 sales.	 The	 genome	 is	 incorporated	 in	 both	 economic	 and	
bodily	 senses	 through	 commodity	 value,	 market	 application	 and	 consumer	
interfaces.	 The	 regulation	 of	 testing,	 the	 making	 up	 of	 biobanks	 or	 genomic	
databases,	the	storage	of	materials,	the	counselling	of	people	tested,	the	training	
of	counsellors,	 the	means	 through	which	 testing	was	decided	upon	and	how	its	
results	are	interpreted	are	all	part	of	this	incorporation.	at	each	point	there	are	new	
opportunities for differing interpretations, contestation and resignification. This 
extraction	of	tissues	in	the	mode	of	biocapital	constructs	genomic	knowledge	with	
an	orientation	 to	commodity	value,	market	 application	and	consumer	 interface.	
For	dna	 testing	 and	 genome	 sequencing	 to	 have	 a	 point	 of	 sale,	 a	 consumer	





out	 fully.	 There	 is	 extensive	 interplay	 between	 making	 genetic	 information	
meaningful	 through	 practices	 of	 body	 knowledge	 on	 the	 one	 hand,	 and	 the	
incorporation	of	genomic	businesses,	and	the	production	of	genomic	goods	on	the	
other.	The	genome	is	incorporated	in	both	these	senses	and	this	book,	examines	




























































to	political	economy,	with	Foucault’s	attention	 to	biopower,	 in	order	 to	analyse	
the	articulation	of	biocapital’s	‘life,	 labour	and	language’	(2007:	14).	an	aspect	
of	both	capital	and	biocapital	 that	Sunder	rajan	 foregrounds,	and	which	might	
be	 helpful	 in	 thinking	 about	 the	 interplay	 of	 economic	 and	 embodied	genomic	
incorporation,	is	the	dialectic	between	material	and	abstract	forms	of	capital.	one	












to this flow of capital through biotechnology companies, patients, research subjects 
and	clinicians,	the	attention	and	take	up	of	wide	audiences	is	another	crucial	aspect	
in	shaping	the	value	of	biocapital.
Biocapital	 is	one	 lens	 through	which	 to	 look	at	genomic	markets	but	media	
audiences	 offer	 a	 supplement	 to	 this.	at	 the	 media	 interface,	 where	 audience	




































































the imaginary and the real figure each other in concrete fact and so I take the 





brochures and interfaces, is an offer to incorporate both actual and figural, and 
thus	constitute	the	factual.	In	this	way	incorporation	might	be	thought	of	as	the	
mode	of	address	through	which	genomic	forms	are	orientated	towards	consumers.	





the	 preferred	 reading,	 and	 incorporates	 genomics,	 and	 who	 does	 not?	Whose	






return	 to	 the	 image	of	 the	airship,	as	genomics	pushes	 into	 the	available	space,	
what	kind	of	difference	does	it	make	if	people	love	it,	hate	it	or	ignore	it?	These	
kinds	of	questions	are	pursued	in	the	following	chapters	of	the	book.




































































of the gene on television, in the press, on film and in the arts has proliferated. 
There	have	notable	analyses	of	these	media	cultures	in	recent	years	from	Judith	
Roof (2007), Eugene Thacker (2005), Suzanne Anker and Dorothy Nelkin (2004) 
and	Jackie	Stacey	(2010).	In	addition	to	this	work	on	the	symbolism	of	the	gene	as	
dna	and	double	helix,	a	renewed	interest	in	code	through	the	work	of	new	media	
theorists (Anna Munster, 2006; David Berry, 2008; Adrian Mackenzie, 2006; 
Mackenzie Wark, 2004; Matt Fuller, 2008) both reinforces and challenges the old 
idea	that	dna-as-code	is	the	repository	of	all	identity,	‘the	end	to	all	stories’	as	
Judith	roof	put	it	(roof,	2007:	2).




audiences for a more intimate gaze. The current address invites audiences to come 
closer	and	to	interact	with	genomics,	incorporating	it	into	embodied	practices.	It	
is	this	shift	from	iconography	to	incorporation	with	which	the	book	is	concerned.	
The current mode of address in genomics (in the twenty-first century) has also 




an	 attention	 to	modes	 of	 death.	 In	 a	 range	 of	 recent	 newspaper	 and	 television	
appearances	genome	sequencing	and	genotyping	has	been	variously	articulated	as	
‘the	doomsday	test’,	‘the	killer	in	me’,	‘how	will	I	die?’,	‘can	I	take	the	worst?’	
audiences	 are	 also	 addressed	 as	 though	 they	 can	 personalise	 the	 genome	 and	
incorporate	 it.	Genomics	may	be	the	book	of	 life	but	 the	mode	of	address	 is	 to	
‘know	thyself’	(Knome	Inc.),	and audiences	are	now	asked	to	identify	with	and	





to	 an	 accumulative	 leverage	 of	 symbolic	 power	 that	 can	 be	 exercised	 evenly.	
The	gene	maybe	powerful	but	it	is	not	overwhelmingly	or	simply	deterministic.	




























































an	 example	 of	 a	 current	 site	 in	 the	 making	 of	 these	 meanings	 is	 reality	
television. This kind of programming has both very specific characteristics and is 
incredibly flexible. However, the structure of the genre does not facilitate explicit 
connections	 to	 historical	 contexts,	 but	 relies	 on	 immediacy	 and	 the	 reality	 of	
feeling.	The	meanings	 of	 genomics	 are	 remade	 in	 reality	 television,	 especially	
in	 the	 shift	 from	 factual	 programmes	 about	 genomics	 to	 reality	 television	 that	
incorporates	genomics,	and	this	is	examined	in	chapter	3.
Some	 see	 reality	 television,	 as	 the	 very	 depths	 to	 which	 genomics	 could	
descend.	however,	by	1995	and	1998	Jose	Van	dijck,	Susan	Lindee	and	dorothy	
nelkin	had	already	highlighted	the	ubiquitous	appearance	of	the	gene	in	multiple	
popular sites, including cartoons, advertising and lifestyle magazines. One of the 
aims	of	their	work	was	to	examine	the	meanings	of	popular	genetics,	meanings	
that	are	made	beyond	the	control	of	scientists,	research	projects	and	institutions.	
Importantly they also examined the interplay between popular and scientific 
meanings,	concluding	that	the	imaginaries	of	the	gene	were	powerful,	but	limited,	
and both scientific and popular sites needed some kind of ‘re-tooling’ of the 
imagination	(van	dijck,	1995).
Another significant site in the mediation of genomics, and one that has 
also	 been	 characterised	 at	 times	 as	 the	 absolute	 sink	 of	 popular	 culture,	 is	 the	
internet. Arguably internet media are more prolific, more mutable and even more 
transformative	than	reality	television	could	be.	There	are	multiple	ways	to	think	
about internet technologies in this context but I want to focus specifically on the 
interface	of	the	browser	–	genome	browsers.	Browsers	are	private	interfaces,	with	
an	entry	price	in	the	case	of	23andMe (of zeppelin fame), and open interfaces that 
are free at the point of access like the UC Santa Cruz, Genome Browser. One main 
difference	between	them	is	that	23andMe	is	a	new	media	company	offering	direct	
to the consumer personal genotyping through the web, whilst the UC Santa Cruz 
Genome	Browser(s)	is	an	interface	to	the	generic	human	genome	of	the	human	
Genome	project,	 and	 some	non-human	animal	genomes.	The	 latter	 is	 designed	
for	 use	 by	 science-orientated	 researchers,	 although	 there	 is	 little	 in	 the	way	 of	




with	 links	 to	diagnostic	and	ancestry	 information,	as	well	as	a	sharing	function	
and an option to contribute to scientific research. This kind of genome scanning, 
sequencing,	genotyping	and	browsing	is	examined	further	in	chapter	2.
Another prolific media site and one that addresses large audiences, is film. 
Jackie Stacey’s (2010) extensive examination of film in The Cinematic Life of the 
Gene	provides	insights	into	the	current	genetic	imaginary	as	it	plays	out	on	in	this	






















































Teknolust	 (2003)	and	michael	Winterbottom’s	Code 46	 (2003).	It	 is	beyond	the	
scope of this book to develop additional film analysis but this cinematic life of 
the	gene	 intersects	with	 the	consumer	 interface	of	genomics	and	such	genomic	
imaginaries	also	contribute	to	the	kinds	of	incorporation	examined	here.
art,	 even	 as	 public	 art,	 often	 reaches	 smaller	 audiences	 per	 project	 than	
















or	 tactical	 bioart.	This	 latter	 area	of	 the	 arts	 takes	up	biological	materials,	 like	
bodily	tissues,	as	the	artistic	media	itself.	In	this	area	body	parts	and	tissues	such	
as	skin,	saliva	and	semen	are	part	of	the	materiality	of	the	artwork,	and	tactical	
bioart	 particularly	 is	 attached	 to	 a	 political	 agenda	 of	 activism	 (da	 costa	 and	
philip,	2008).	The	work	of	bioart	extends	well	beyond	genomics	and	much	of	its	
more celebrated pieces are not in fact genomic. However, genomics is figured and 
strongly	implicated	in	this	area	also.	The	turn	to	publics	in	the	biosciences	relates	
to	the	arts,	which	have	become	publicised	and,	like	genomics,	have	proliferating	

































































and	book	collection	of	 the	 title,	 they	generated	 and	 investigated	 the	possibility	
of	 an	 assembly	 that	 corresponded	 to	 the	 things	 of	 their	 exhibition.	 They	 also	
offered	the	exhibition	and	book	as	additional	 things	that	might	provoke	publics	
into	being.	Their	 invocation	of	an	assembly	has	a	parallel	 to	my	argument	 that	
publics	are	usefully	thought	about	through	audiences.	What	Latour	and	Weibel’s	
(2005)	‘assembly’	and	my	use	of	the	term	audience	share	is	a	commitment	to	a	
way of thinking about publics as groups who are orientated towards specific media 








claims	 that	 the	 dawning	 of	 a	 new	 era	 have	 followed	 the	 completions	 of	 the	
human	 Genome	 projects	 (2000–2003),	 and	 accompany	 the	 emergence	 of	
personal	Genomics.	These	projects	also	come	with	claims	to	the	‘publicness’	of	
genomics.	 publics	 operate	 as	 at	 once	 the	 supporting	 other	 of	 genomics	 and	 its	
detractor. Claims to the publicness of genomics underwrite the significance of 
genomics	 and	 its	 power	 to	mark	 the	 epoch	–	precisely	because	 it	 is	 the	public	
and social significance of genomics that is seen to be important beyond the 
sciences.	Genomics,	 the	 claim	 goes,	 doesn’t	 just	 change	 science,	 it	 transforms	
society,	 it	 is	 a	 social	 science,	 it	has	publics.	The	economic	claim	 to	markets	 is	
accompanied	 by	 a	 claim	 to	 publics.	These	 publics	were	 powerfully	 called	 into	
being	in	2000	through	the	joint	address	by	the	then	state	leaders,	president	clinton	






genomics	has	 shifted	 in	 terms	of	 its	 address,	 from	a	 singular	 form	 (the	human	
genome),	to	the	plurality	of	personal	genomics,	and	at	the	same	time	its	publics	
and	audiences	have	become	multiple.
Whilst providing the rationale for the significance of genomics, publics are 


































































era, beyond very specific fields. We might be however, in a time characterised 	
by	publics	on	a	more	generalisable	scale.	an	era	of	proliferating	and	contradictory	
publics,	 in	which	 the	apparently	 social	and	political	questions	of	governance,	
knowledge,	justice,	security	and	the	possibility	of	consensus,	on	the	one	hand,	
are played out through the consumption and regulation of apparently scientific 
sites,	on	the	other.	This	publicness	of	the	biosciences	means	that	their	meanings	








for, or gains from, their configuration as such. 
In	thinking	about	the	publics	of	genomics	it	is	important	to	think	about	publics	
as	multiple	(mcclellan,	2003;	Laclau,	2005).	In	other	words	it	is	not	enough	to	
say that there are is a distinct private versus public, consumer versus citizen, or 
lay versus scientific public. These are dynamic categories and there is no one 
way	of	 thinking	 about	 the	 questions	 raised	 by	 the	 life	 sciences	 (e.g.	 no	 or	 yes	
to hybrid embryos). There are private publics, consumer publics, citizen publics, 
public	scientists	and	many	others.	The	task	is	to	continue	to	try	and	account	for	
the	multiple	 contingencies	 of	 both	 refusal	 and	 agreement,	 and	 all	 those	 things	
in	between.	 In	 this	 attempt	 at	 that	 task,	 the	book	examines	 the	 intersections	of	
genomics	and	the	media,	at	what	could	be	thought	of	as	the	consumer	interfaces,	
audiences,	and	publics	of	genomics.	
Examining what publicness means is an important and difficult proposition 
and	this	has	preoccupied	much	literature	in	political	theory	(Laclau,	2005;	Fraser,	
1990,	2000),	in	science	studies	(durant,	1995;	Wynne,	1995;	Irwin	and	Wynne,	
1995;	marres,	 2005),	 and	 in	media	 studies	where	 the	 subjectivity	of	 audiences	





























































Genomic	 incorporation	 is	 a	 mode	 of	 address	 that	 is	 offered	 to	 consuming	
publics,	who	can	be	differentiated,	and	homogenised	in	a	variety	of	ways.	For	the	
genome	to	be	incorporated	it	has	to	be	taken	up	as	embodied	and	economic	ways	




publics.	This	way	 of	 conceptualising	 people	 as	 consumers	 is	 often	 opposed	 to	
that of citizens who are understood to have a political relation to their object of 
attachment	 (usually	a	vote).	however,	 studies	of	consumption	also	point	 to	 the	
political	 dimension	 of	 consumption,	 consumer	 activism	 –	 such	 as	 boycotting	
‘bad’	 companies	 –	 and	 the	 ethical	 consumer	 group	movements	 (hilton,	 2003).	
Likewise studies of citizenship and political participation have also underscored 
the economic dimensions of voting behaviours and citizen consumption (Cohen, 




The	 ‘consumption	 junction’	 of	 science	 and	 technology	 is	 a	 particular	 site	
outlined	 in	 science	 and	 technology	 studies	 (michael,	 1998;	 cowan,	 1987).	 It	
has	 been	 used	 to	 articulate	 a	 relationship	 between	 technologies,	 and	 users	 and	
consumers.	This	 articulation	 recognises	 consumers	 as	 agents	 in	 the	 shaping	 of	
technologies,	 rather	 than	 as	 the	 outsiders	 or	 lay	 audiences	 of	 science	 (cowan,	





In	 other	 research	mike	michael	 also	 takes	 up	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 consumer	 in	
relation	to	technoscience	(michael,	1998).	The	consumer	is	relevant	for	michael	
because it is the subjectivity of the consumer-citizen that orientates various publics 
towards	 technoscience.	 as	 every	 day	 users	 and	 purchasers	 they	 also	 become	
knowing	evaluators	of	technoscience.	Understanding	the	publics	of	science	in	this	



























































hirsch	 and	morley,	 1992).	 This	 articulation	 of	 consumer	 and	 publics	 together	
offers	an	account	of	people	 that	might	be	 thought	of	as	 the	active	audiences	of	
technoscience.	 Feminist	 accounts	 of	 technoscience	 have	 also	 emphasised	 the	
audience	 dimension	 of	 the	 sciences,	 drawing	 on	 the	 metaphor	 of	 the	 theatre	
(van	dijck,	1998;	haraway,	1997),	not	only	the	theatre	of	the	playhouse	but	also	
of	war	and	of	surgery.	These	foci	all	point	to	the	importance	of	an	audience	as	a	
constituent in the making of scientific knowledges.
my	 central	 concern	 is	 the	 relationship	 between	 genomics	 as	 a	 structure	 of	
address,	and	the	take	up	of	genomics	in	everyday	life.	In	this	project	it	is	useful	to	


















and	 in	doing	 so	draw	on	 the	 language	of	 ‘orientation’	 (couldry	 and	markham,	
2008:	255).	however,	in	this	research	couldry	et	al.	are	primarily	concerned	with	
audiences’	orientation	 to	public	 connection	 that	 is	 somehow	held	 to	be	outside	
of	the	media,	‘the	way	in	which	you	orient	yourself	to	the	world	through	media.’	
(couldry	and	markham,	2008:	261)
































































centre,	 of	 public	 connection	 but	 to	 examine	 what	 connections	 are	 constituted	








diverse,	 networked,	 always	 on,	 forms	 of	 address	 that	 demand	 a	 negotiation	 of	
an	 overwhelming	 overload	 of	 addressable	 forms.	 Thus,	 contemporary	 digital	
publics	are	orientated	both	towards	openness	and	ways	of	managing	selection	and	
closure.	Genomes	are	already	digital	media	artefacts,	as	well	as	being	vectored	
through	media	 forms,	 and	 contemporary	 genomic	 publics	 are	 characterised	 by	
an	engagement	in	critical	digital	media	work.	contemporary	genomics	addresses	
its	 publics	 as	personal,	 individualised	 and	docile	health	 consumers,	whilst	 also	
constituting	actively	incorporated	and	publicly	intimate	bodies	who	intervene	in	
the	choreography	of	genomic	incorporation.	
Interactivity as a mode of address





which	 then	extends	 to	other	 forms	(so-called	passive	forms)	such	as	 television,	






and	often	a	digital	 form	of	 the	print	version	 is	 also	available	 through	 the	web.	
readers	are	invited,	in	the	print	forms,	to	interact	via	email	or	to	blog	in	response	
to	articles	that	they	read.
Interactivity	 is	 both	 something	 offered	 by	 a	 media	 technology	 and	 is	 an	
audience	 response,	 strategy,	 or	way	of	 engaging	with	 a	media	 artefact.	 Some	
































































The	 meanings	 of	 interactivity	 have	 been	 debated	 throughout	 the	 academic	
literature	 on	 computer-mediated-communication	 (cmc),	 and	 digital	 media,	
(as	 well	 as	 elsewhere)	 and	 the	 meanings	 of	 interactivity	 are	 made	 in	 various	
different	ways.	Interactivity	can	be	thought	of	as	a	technical	form,	as	a	property	
of	communication,	as	a	concept,	as	a	discourse,	as	epistemology,	and	as	ontology.	
Within	 cmc	 literature	 the	 interface	 is	 central.	 In	 relation	 to	 the	 interface,	 the	
meanings of interactivity operate at the order of the first three categories above: 
a	 technical	 form;	a	property	of	communication;	a	concept.	as	a	 technical	 form	
interactivity	has	often	been	used	as	a	kind	of	measure	or	property	of	digital	media,	




definitions are exceedingly scattered and incoherent’ (2002: 255). In his article, 
which	provides	an	excellent	overview	of	the	use	of	interactivity	in	cmc,	he	points	
to	the	way	that	interactivity	has	operated	in	two	distinct	ways,	on	the	one	hand	
it	 is	understood	as	a	property	of	 a	 text	or	 technical	 affordance	 (e.g.	 responsive	
touch	 screens),	 and	 on	 the	 other	 hand	 it	 is	 seen	 as	 residing	 in	 the	 perception	









of	 sites	 as	 diverse	 as	 the	 UK	 national	 Lottery,	 science	 museums,	 and	 digital	
technologies	that	‘interactivity	is	actually	much	more	than	a	particular	possibility	
inherent	in	the	development	of	media’	(Barry,	2001:	129).	he	goes	on	to	argue	that	
interactivity can be seen as something like a model for contemporary citizenship, 
and	selfhood.	putting	the	model	into	practice	offers	a	promise	both	for	institutions	
and	 audiences.	The	promise	 in	putting	 a	model	 of	 interactivity	 into	practice	 in	
science	museums	is:	
to	turn	the	unfocused	visitor-consumer	into	the	interested,	engaged	and	informed	























































In	 Barry’s	 analysis	 interactivity	 operates	 as	 a	 Foucauldian	 discourse	 in	 the	
constitution	 of	 subjects,	 not	 so	 much	 disciplining,	 but	 allowing	 subjects.	 This	
operation	 of	 interactivity	 as	 a	 disciplinary	 regime	 is	 examined	 in	 chapter	 2	
through	direct	to	the	consumer	genetic	testing	in	the	case	of	the	Web	2.0	company	
23andMe.	 however,	 interactivity	 and	 its	 capacity	 for	 both	 empowerment	 and	
exploitation	is	a	key	theme	of	the	book	throughout.
media	 scholar	mark	 poster	 (1990,	 1995)	 engages	with	 interactivity	 s	 part	
of	 the	production	and	constitution	of	contemporary	subjectivity.	he	argues	 that	
the networked media cultures of the present produce an interactive, self-reflexive 






but	 also	a	discursive	 formation,	 and	a	political	 economy	of	 labour,	 it	might	be	
possible	to	avoid	a	reductive	determinism	(the	technology	makes	us	so).	at	 the	
same	time	thinking	about	differentiated	forms	of	interactivity	is	a	useful	tool	for	
analyses	 of	 how	 life	 and	media	 technologies	 emerge	 together	 and	 do	 different	
kinds	of	work	on	each	other.
Interactivity	 is	 a	 form	 of	 labour,	 as	 well	 as	 taking	 technological	 and	
ideological	forms.	To	become	invested,	interested	and	engaged,	as	Barry	argues	
(2002),	 is	 a	 resource	 intensive	 process	 through	 which	 the	 attention	 of	 the	




where	 ‘life	 itself	 is	 taken	 as	 interactive	 from	 the	 start.’	 For	murphie,	 in	 this	
argument,	to	live	is	to	interact:
To	 live	 then	 is	 to	 assemble	and	mediate	 interactions	between	what	we	might	





























































on.	What	catherine	Waldby	 (2002)	 refers	 to	 as	 biovalue,	 Sunder	rajan	 (2007)	
as	biocapital	and	melinda	cooper’s	(2008)	‘life	as	surplus’	are	the	differentiated	
and	 unequal	 processes	 by	which	material,	 spatial,	 temporal,	 imagined	 and	 felt	
qualities	of	life	are	put	to	the	work	of	economic	extraction.	murphie’s	argument	




Tiziana Terranova (2004), along with others in the autonomous Marxist 
tradition,	examines	the	kinds	of	labour	operating	in	networked	societies	structured	
by	 media	 technologies.	 Ideas	 such	 as	 immaterial	 labour	 and	 free	 labour	 have	
become	attached	 to	 the	kinds	of	 labour	 that	operate	 for	 example	 in	 the	current	




2003;	 rossiter,	 2006;	Terranova,	 2004;	 Galloway	 and	Thacker,	 2007),	 as	 well	
as	 surveillance	and	 interactivity	 (andrejevic,	2004;	agre	and	rotenburg,	1998;	
phillips,	2007),	and	networked	and	digital	media	cultures	more	generally	(poster,	
1990;	 castells,	 2000).	 Terranova’s	 (2004)	 theories	 of	 network	 identity	 and	




engaging	 with	 this	 literature,	 in	 the	 case	 of	 the	 consumer	 interface	 with	
genomics,	I	contend	that	interactivity	is	a	kind	of	biopolitical	labour	that	operates	




they	 can	 be	 constituted	 as	 ‘the	 interested,	 engaged	 and	 informed	 technological	
citizen,’ (Barry, 2001). However, a focus on the genome does not only operate 
as	biopolitical,	it	also	creates	connections	between	diverse	subjects,	for	example	






































































2008),	 transnational	 surrogacy,	 egg	 trades	 and	 biotechnology	 more	 generally	
(Sunder	rajan,	2006;	cooper,	2007),	are	the	driving	force	of	a	capitalism	that	has	
become	biocapital	 (Sunder	rajan,	2006),	 a	politics	 that	has	become	biopolitics	
(rabinow	 and	 rose,	 2006;	 rose,	 2001).	 however,	 the	 term	 biodigital	 offers	
an	adjacent	 frame	 to	 this	 literature.	 It	 offers	 a	way	of	 reintroducing	mediation,	










here	we	 have,	 in	 other	words,	 a	 biodigital	 politics	 in	which	 ‘the	 body	 is	 no	









computational	 and	 interspecies	 amounts	 for	 Thrift	 to	 a	 new	 spatial	 politics,	 a	
politics	of	the	biodigital.	although	this	is	a	rich	discussion	I	depart	from	both	Thrift	
and	parisi	because	I	am	not	proposing	the	biodigital	as	a	totalising	respatialisation	
or	 a	 new	ontology.	however,	 thinking	 about	 the	ways	 that	 audiences	negotiate	























































In	 Abstract Sex	 Luciana	 parisi	 proposes	 the	 biodigital	 as	 a	 layer	 in	 a	
stratification of what she terms ‘abstract sex’. Abstract sex, for Parisi, is a 
philosophical	 thesis	 on	modes	 of	 production	 and	 reproduction.	 These	modes	
she	explains	are	three	aggregating	strata	starting	with	a	‘biophysical’	bacterial	
mode of reproduction, a ‘biocultural’ human mode of reproduction and finishing 
with	a	 late	 twentieth	 century	 ‘biodigital’	 strata	of	molecular	 and	 recombinant	
reproduction.	 In	 parisi’s	 philosophical	 model	 bacterial	 is	 the	 primal	 soup,	
biocultural	 is	 now	 and	 biodigital	 is	 the	 future.	 These	 strata	 are	 overlaid	 in	
complex	systems	of	becoming	in	which	the	biodigital	is	an	assemblage	of	digital	
and	 biodigital	 cloning.	 These	 biodigital	 bodies,	 although	 future	 bodies,	 still	




USa-based	media	 artist,	 activist	 and	 scholar	eugene	Thacker	 also	 uses	 the	
idea	 of	 informed	materiality	 that	 runs	 through	Thrift	 and	parisi,	 to	 articulate	 a	
theory	of	 ‘biomedia’	 (2004).	Biomedia	 in	Thacker’s	 terms	 is	 similar	 to	Thrift’s	
biodigital	in	that	it	points	to	an	informed	materiality,	and	parisi’s	biodigital	strata	
in	that	it	foregrounds	recombination	and	remediation.	however,	Thacker	is	much	
more specific about the kind of technology that he is analysing. In a form of digital 
media	analysis	Thacker	argues	that	digital	media	are	a	kind	of	biomedia	through	
which	 information	 is	embodied	and	bodies	are	 informed	 in	a	 simultaneous	and	
recursive movement through which bodies and information flow. If information 
lost	its	body	in	Katherine	hayles’	account	of	‘how	we	became	posthuman’	(1999),	
eugene	 Thacker’s	 theory	 of	 ‘biomedia’	 re-embodies	 information.	 Information	
is	 corporeal	 and	bodies	 are	 informatic	 in	Thacker’s	 account	of	 the	 relationship	













bound up in media technologies and it is this inflection or focus of the term that is 
important	for	me.	although	parisi’s	thesis	is	extensive,	it	is	also	too	abstract	for	
my	purposes.	In	examining	the	contours	of	the	construction	of	biodigital	identity,	

























































Thus, processual public art projects, broadcast television, and film, also open into 
this	 interface.	The	 consumer	 interface	 of	 human	 genomics	 is	 a	 cluster	 of	 sites	
through	 which	 human	 genomics	 is	 incorporated	 through	 publics,	 realities	 and	
imaginaries,	economies	and	identities.
Layout of the book
This book engages with the literature briefly outlined so far and takes up the 
questions	 of	 genomic	 incorporation:	 when,	 where	 and	 how	 is	 the	 genome	






consumer	 genotyping	 via	 the	 web.	 part	 of	 the	 product	 is	 23andMe’s	 interface	




whilst	 also	having	global	 reach.	They	 too	have	emerged	 through	contemporary	
discourses	of	interactivity,	with	their	powerful	promise	that	interactive	media	both	
offers	pro-active	participation	and	democratises	consumption.	23andMe	provides	
a	 site	 in	which	 individual	 consumers	 can	buy	 a	 stake	 in	 the	digital	mediations	
of	 the	genome	to	which	they	simultaneously	contribute	in	the	form	of	samples.	
These	are	 then	 sold	back	 to	participants	 along	with	a	 tailored	genome	browser	







in	the	form	of	a	UK	reality	television	programme	The Killer in Me.	reality	TV	



























































in	 this	 form	 of	 genomic	 consumption.	The	 chapter	 builds	 up	 a	 framework	 for	
examining the specificity of genre and form whilst thinking about the connections 
across	other	areas	in	which	human	genomics	is	topical.
The Killer in Me	exploited	the	topicality	of	human	genotyping,	linking	it	to	age	
related	health	care.	This	topicality	had	in	part	been	staged	through	a	set	of	articles	
in	 the	 UK	 press,	 generated	 by,	 and	 involving	 the	 company	 Genetic	 health™.	
The	UK’s	Independent	Television	productions	(ITV)	partnered	Genetic	health	in	
a	 one-hour	 lifestyle	 programme	 that	 followed	 four	 celebrities	 as	 they	 took	 the	
‘pioneering’	genetic	tests	and	were	given	information	about	their	future	he lth.




The	 fourth	 chapter	 examines	 art	 and	 genomics	 in	 the	 form	 of	 sciart	
collaborations	 that	 have	 accompanied	 genomic	 research	 in	 the	 early	 twenty-




within	 a	 critical	 appraisal	 of	 literature	 around	 sciart	 and	 bioart.	 The	 chapter	
traces the emergence of DNA, genetic, and genomic art and examines Suzanne 
anker	and	dorothy	nelkin’s	(2002)	work	in	cataloguing	art	in	this	area.	It	offers	
a	 supplemental	 genealogy	 of	 bioart	 and	 in	 doing	 so	 offers	 an	 intervention	 in	
debates	about	sciart	and	bioart	and	their	role	in	the	production	of	knowledge	in	
this area. A key figure in these debates is the trope of C.P. Snow’s ‘two-cultures’ 
lecture,	 and	 the	 work	 that	 this	 does	 is	 examined	 as	 an	 important	 structuring	
element	in	engagement,	funding	and	organising	genomic	art.	
chapter	5	is	an	analysis	of	sexuality	in	the	genome.	This	is	organised	through	
a	case	study	 in	which	audiences	are	called	upon	 to	 identify	with	contemporary	




address	the	question	‘How Gay Are Your Genes?’	The	project	involved	interviews	
with	 the	 local	 LGBT	 communities	 on	 their	 ideas	 about	 how	LGBT	 identity	 is	
formed.	a	series	of	events	and	writing	workshops	occurred,	 followed	by	an	art	


























































a	 hybrid	 form	 of	 science	 media,	How Gay are Your Genes?,	 shows	 how	





the	genome	 and	 incorporate	 them	as	 identity	 narratives,	 but	 also	where	 people	
critique,	resist	and	intervene	in	the	same	narratives.	It	also	signals	a	shift	in	take	
up of genomics over time, where the gay gene saw critical coverage (Kitzinger, 
2005),	and	was	embraced	in	the	1990s	by	gay	men	in	the	USa	(rosario,	1997),	its	
address	has	become	a	site	of	unease	for	many	people	who	identify	as	lesbian,	gay	
or trans in the early twenty-first century.







it	 intersects	 with	 feminist	 cultural	 studies	 of	 science	 and	 technology	 (mcneil,	









out	 these	 differential	 offerings	 (modes	 of	 address)	 take	 up	 (consumption),	 and	
understandings.	
